FIFA World Cup tournements have historically been comprehensively analysed by numerous authors. The present study perpetuates the dissection of the biggest football event in analyzing some of indicators related to success during the 2014 World Cup in Brazil. We sought to identify indicators which best discriminate between winning and losing teams and between qualified and non-qualified teams for the second round. We found that winning teams scored more goals (ES 0.57), had more attempts (ES 0.3), a lower rate of attempt per goal (ES 0.59), a lower rate of attempt on target per goal (ES 0.53), a higher rate of attempts on target per attempt (ES 0.34) and a lower number of yellow cards per game (ES 0.24). Qualified teams differentiated by scoring more goals (ES 0.50), a lower rate of attempts per goal (ES 0.50), a lower rate of attempts on target per goal (ES 0.48) and a higher rate of attempts on target per attempt (ES 0.29). These were the only indicators related to success among a list of 55. Possession, pass efficiency, defensive metrics or patterns of play were not a mark of success. None of the athletic indicators observed had an impact on winning or qualifying during the 2014 World Cup. This study revealed that shooting efficiency was the factor that made the difference during the 2014 FIFA World Cup.
INTRODUCTION
In football, the World Cup (WC) has the status of the ultimate prize. It is the biggest single-sport event and the place to compare the best teams and the best players. It is also the competition that set the trends in terms of tactics and playing style. Winning teams are closely scrutinized in order to identify some of the key factors underpinning success. In 1965, the Technical Development Committee of FIFA decided that a selected group of coaches should make a technical study after each World Cup. The purpose was to collect factual data and opinion for analyzing the performance of the teams and the evolution of the game. Hence, for the last WC 2014 in Brazil, the FIFA Committee published a detailed report where successful coaches analyzed the technical and tactical trends in a chapter called "What makes the difference"? The database published in this last Technical Report is impressive and the selected coaches have used it to support their tactical opinion. Coaches cannot recall all the important facts of a match Miller 1986, Hughes 1997) . Today the tactical analysis and the comprehension of the game are enhanced through the additional information provided by quantitative analyses and without these tactical and technical numbers, authoritative comments may miss some accuracy. Yet, whatever the size of the database and the technological advances, opinion is not knowledge, at least from a statistical point of view. Football is not just a game of opinion or a numbers' game, it is also a game that has long been studied by sport scientists and exercise physiologists attempting to describe and explain the determinants of football success.
At roughly the same period when the FIFA committee started to publish their analysis, Reep and Benjamin (1968) published their landmark work in the Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. While recognizing that chance dominates the game and that football was a game as much reliant on fortune and randomness as it is on ability, the authors wanted scientific analysis to provide a way to alter the balance between chance and skill through noticeable patterns leading to goal scoring.
Subsequently, statistical interest on technical, tactical and physical aspects of the game has been steadily rising over the past decades. The search for the 'winning formula' became more and more a scientific quest. Scientists may help to answer the question: what makes the difference? Or to put it another way may give some clues to the main question: what are the key performance indicators for success in football?
Behind the victory is the fact that the winning teams have scored one goal more than their opponents and it is no surprise that goal scoring has received considerable attention in quantitative research and that the major purpose of analyzing the technical aspect of a football match is to correlate the technical elements with the match score (Dufour 1993 The goal is scarce and the variance of score is not large enough to identify a robust relation with other different metrics (Lago and Martin 2007). That's why many times observations on the number of shots on goal or the number of shots on target or any derived observations (e.g. rate of shots on target per number of shots) are analyzed along with the number of goal scored.
For a shot to be successful, the team needs to place the player who takes the shot in a good position. The number of passes (Scoulding et al. 2004 , Saito et al. 2013 ), the rate of successful passes and the percentage of ball possession (Castellano et al. 2012 , Collet 2013 ) are indicators that can be related to the capacity to create opportunities. The patterns of attacks, the way teams utilize the pitch space (e.g. wings and central zone; attacking, midfield and defensive third) have also been studied in relation with goal scoring during World Cups (Low et al. 2002 , Hughes et al. 1988 , Barreira et al. 2014 ). Corners and crosses are also used as indicators of offensive pressure (Low et al. 2002 , Castellano et al. 2012 ).
Defensive indicators have not been studied as much as offensive indicators. Goals and shots conceded but also crosses and corners conceded are a mark of defensive quality but these data are in fact the flip side of goals scored, shots, corners and crosses of the opponent teams and do not bring new information when comparing successful and unsuccessful teams. The same could be said for ball possession because when a team possesses the ball, the opponent team cannot attack and it can be considered as a defensive mean. The number of times a team is caught offside may reflect the tactical defensive quality (Castellano et al. 2012) . As the main purpose with fouls is to prohibit the opponent team from playing their game, from gaining ground and shooting from favorable position in order to score goals, it is often used as a specific defensive indicator (Papahristodoulou 2008) .
Apart from studies devoted to analyze the performance during World Cups, others indicators have been include the number of interceptions and clearances during games (Shafizadeh et al. 2013, Araya and Larkin 2014) .
Athletic metrics during football games have been the subject of many studies. The emergence of sophisticated multiple-camera methods and global positioning systems changed data access from a quantitative and a qualitative perspective. Total distance covered, distance covered at high intensity, at sprint intensity, number of sprints and distance covered in and without ball possession are now common data. Yet, there are few detailed data for World Cups events (Clemente et al. 2013 , Dufour 2014 . Moreover, studies have primarily focused either on technical / tactical indicators or athletic indicators and little attention has been paid to the interaction between both kinds of indicators, i.e. in which way athletic performance may influence football performance (Barnes, et al. 2014 , Bradley et al. 2013 , Dufour et al. 2016 ).
Finally, there are different ways for analyzing success in football during a given competition. A game by game analysis may be used to differentiate between winning and losing teams (Castellano et al. 2012 ). But in a competition such as the World Cup with a group and a final stage, teams can also be separated between teams who do or do not reach the second stage (Delgado-Bordonau et al. 2013). Depending on the way the study is done, the sample differs for a given competition. Games ending with a draw are excluded to differentiate between winners and losers in a game by game analysis. Games played for the second stage aren't taken into account when distinguishing between teams who qualify or not for the second stage. According to the method used, what makes the difference may differ.
The purpose of this study was to analyze the performance indicators related to success in the 2014 World Cup. Therefore, our analysis was twofold. Firstly, we sought to identify the team's indicators which best discriminate between winning and losing. Secondly, we examine the indicators associated with the qualification for the second stage of the competition. To achieve a more complete view of performance, we combined technical / tactical data and athletic data. VOLUME 12 | ISSUE 3 | 2017 | 619
METHODS

Teams and Match data
Match performance data were collected from the 2014 World Cup in Brazil (64 games). To discriminate between winning and losing teams, games finishing with a draw at the end of normal time were withdrawn (47 games). Only the games of the first stage were used to differentiate between 16 qualified and 16 nonqualified teams (48 games).
Data collection and analysis
The collected data were provided by the technology called Matrics from Deltatre AG, a private company dedicated to the performance assessment of soccer teams using a semi-automated multi-camera recognition system. We downloaded the raw data from the official website (www.fifa.com).
The list of indicators used and their definition are represented in Table 1 . 
Statistical analysis
Firstly, a descriptive analysis of data (means, standard deviation (SD), Min, Max) was done for each indicator concerning the two different analysis. Before using parametric statistical test procedures, the assumptions of normality were verified. To discriminate between winning (WIN) and losing teams (LOSE) and between qualified (QUAL) and non-qualified teams (NON-QUAL), a one-way ANOVA was performed and effect size (ES) were calculated to emphasize the size of the difference with values of 0 to 0.20, 0.20 to 0.50, 0.50 to 0.80, and > 0.80 considered to represent trivial, small, medium, and large differences respectively (Cohen VOLUME While it takes an attempt to score a goal, total attempts was not an indicator that distinguished winning and qualified teams. This is in line with the results found by Delgado-Bordonau et al. (2013) ) and English Premier League (Araya et Larkin 2014) also found that the total attempts was a determining factor of success. In the same vein, we observed that unsuccessful teams produced as many dangerous attacks and deliveries in the penalty area as successful ones. Moreover, there were no differences for clearances and ball recoveries which are a mark of offensive pressure. Putting the opponent under pressure does not automatically translate on the scoreboard. Quantity of attempts, of attacks, deliveries in penalty area or offensive pressure does not always make the difference. Quality plays an important role. Winning teams had more attempts on target (ES 0.3) which is in line with previous results as we found no studies indicating that success was not related with the number of attempts on target. The fact that qualified and non-qualified teams did not differentiate in the number of attempts on target in our study was surprising (ES 0.15). In the same time, a trend toward more attempts off-target for non-qualified teams appeared (ES 0.24 but a non-significant result through ANOVA analysis probably due to the size of the sample) which could be interpreted as a mark of a better efficiency for qualified teams. This trend did not appear in the analysis comparing winning and losing teams. During the 2014 World Cup, winning teams didn't shoot less off-target than losing teams in line with the result found by Castellano et al. (2012) for the 2002, 2006 and 2010 World Cups. This discrepancy between our two ways of analyzing success could mean that what makes the difference between winning and losing and between qualification and non-qualification differs, at least concerning the determinant role played by the capacity to increase the number of shots on target and decrease the number of shots off-target. It is also worth to note that the calculated effect size for shooting performances were rather small indicating that the number of attempts on and off target were not robust indicators for qualifying success during the 2014 World Cup. Considering the style of play we couldn't find an indicator related to success. No pattern emerged from the data collected and the percentage of short, medium and long passes was non-discriminant While Araya et Larkin (2014) found that successful teams produced more short passes in the English Premier League 2012/2013 season, it was not the case during the 2014 World Cup. Hence, a distinction related to success between a direct-style and a short-pass-style could not be observed. When looking at the speed of pass, no difference was evident. While expert coaches underlined the need for speed to beat the opponent, the rate of passes per unit of time couldn't support the notion. Neither the width of the pitch (left / centre / right) nor the area (defensive / middle / offensive) had an impact on success. During the 2014 World Cup, the better teams did not use more of center of the pitch nor the flanks and didn't play proportionally more in the offensive third of the pitch.
Athletic indicators
Finally, none of the athletic indicators had an impact on success for differentiating winning and qualified teams. Total distance covered has been shown to be non-discriminative during the 2010 World Cup (Clemente et al. 2013) . No correlation was found between total distance covered and league ranking or goal scored in Bundesliga (Dufour et al. 2016 ) and the absence of impact on performance was also described for Champion's League games (Dufour 2014 Observing the English Premier League, Barnes et al. (2014) noted that over 7 seasons distance covered at high intensity increased by 30% and the number of sprint by 85%. These observations suggest that intensity and speed are more and more the landmark of high level performance in football. Our data couldn't detect any relationship between intensity and performance. Considering the distance at low, medium and high intensity, the percentage of distance spent at low, medium and high intensity, the number of sprints and the maximal speed, no significant differences were evident. Rampinini et al. (2009) and Di Salvo et al. (2009) showed that in Serie A and Premier League, unsuccessful teams not only covered more distance than successful ones but they also covered more distance at high intensity. Dufour et al. (2016) observed a correlation between passing accuracy and distance ran at high and sprint intensity in Bundesliga. During the 2014 World Cup, no difference could be detected. Intensity wasn't related to success.
General discussion
Confronted with the scarcity of indicators sufficiently relevant to characterize success during the 2014 World Cup, our results lead us to interpret the comments of Pollard and Reep (1997) differently. They pointed out that "soccer coaches, players, fans, and the media are deeply skeptical and often suspicious, to the point of paranoia, at the suggestion that a statistician might have something useful to offer […]". The authors suggested that data and statisticians may help to crack the football code and find formulae or patterns sufficiently robust to explain performance in football. Relying on a large collection of data, football would fit a model of the form "Goals Scored = α + β× Shots on Goal + γ× Ball Possession" (Panaretos 2012 ). Our study and the lack of homogeneity in the analysis of literature draws another picture. Owing to its fortuitous nature, it is still very problematic to identify precisely the factors resulting in victory or defeat in football. The current results showed that some indicators were related to success but it added no real new knowledge. The fact that accuracy and efficiency in front of the goal play a role for beating the opponent has been known for a VOLUME 12 | ISSUE 3 | 2017 | 627 long time. Today as yesterday, chance does dominate the game. Football still continues to resist statistics and is all but a numbers game (Dufour 2014 ). Being skeptic is not a sign of paranoia but a matter of fact.
CONCLUSION
This study revealed that shooting efficiency was the factor that made the difference between winning and losing teams and between qualified and non-qualified teams during the 2014 FIFA World Cup. The quality of the attempts and not the quantity was related to success. The best teams performed better in the 3 following variables: attempts per goal -attempts on target per goal -attempts on target per attempt. The second main finding of this study was the absence of relationship of many technical and athletic indicators with success. Ball possession, passing quantity and quality were not discriminative. The patterns of play observed had no impact on performance. Distance covered, either with or without the ball, either at low or high intensity were not connected to victory. While the 2014 World Cup was the most data-collected World Cup, the numbers provided by FIFA were not sufficient to explain what made the difference for beating an opponent or qualifying for the stage of 16. Expert coaches who commented during the 2014 World Cup were informed with data. Should they have used it to support their analysis, uncertainty may have emerged, at least from a statistical point of view.
